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DETAILED ACTION 
DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Amendment 

1 . Applicant's amendment filed on July 1 , 2005 has been entered. Claims 72, 74 
and 76 have been amended. No claim has been cancelled, or added. Claims 1-80 are 
still pending in this application, with claims 1, 47 and 69-72 being independent. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

2. Claims 47-49, 61 and 62 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being 
anticipated by SERIZAWA et al. (U.S. Pat. 4,733,335). 

3. SERIZAWA et al. discloses a vehicle illumination assembly having : 

a housing (as recited in Claim 47), Figure 8, reference number 
113; 

a plurality of high-flux light emitting diodes (as recited in Claim 
47), Figure 8, reference number 111; 
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the housing being formed of a material for transferring heat 
away from the plurality of light emitting diodes (as recited in 
Claim 47), column 6, lines 28-30; 

an outer light transmissive member (as recited in Claim 47), 
Figure 8, reference number 124; 

the outer member having an inner face (as recited in Claim 47), 

Figure 8, reference number 150; 

the outer member having an outer face (as recited in Claim 47), 

inherent; 

the outer member being adapted to engage with the housing 
(as recited in Claim 47), as seen in Figure 8; 
the outer member and the housing defining a three- 
dimensional space (as recited in Claim 47), as evidenced by 
Figure 8; 

a unitary reflector subassembly (as recited in Claim 47), Figure 
8, reference number 125; 

the reflector subassembly being positioned within the space 
(as recited in Claim 47), as seen in Figure 8; 
the reflector subassembly including an array of parabolic 
reflector units (as recited in Claim 47), Figure 8, reference 
number 151; 
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at least one inner light transmissive member (as recited in 

Claim 47), Figure 8, reference number 127; 

the inner member being adjacent to the outer member (as 

recited in Claim 47), as seen in Figure 8; 

at least one alignment mechanism (as recited in Claim 47), as 

evidenced by Figure 8; 

the inner member being fixedly secured to the at least one 
alignment mechanism (as recited in Claim 47), as seen in Figure 

8; 

the inner member being aligned generally parallel to the outer 
light transmissive member (as recited in Claim 47), as seen in 
Figure 8; 

the inner member being in front of the array of light emitting 
diodes (as recited in Claim 47), as seen in Figure 8; 
a driver circuit (as recited in Claim 47), Figure 4, reference 
number 210; 

the driver circuit having a current regulation mechanism (as 

recited in Claim 47), Figure 4, reference number 210; 

the outer member defining a lens cover for the housing (as 

recited in Claim 48), as seen in Figure 8; 

the housing being constructed of aluminum (as recited in 

Claim 49), column 6, Iines28 and 29; 
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the outer member being hermetically sealed to the housing (as 
recited in Claim 61), as evidenced by Figure 8; and 
the outer member and the housing being generally rectangular 
(as recited in Claim 62), as evidenced by Figure 9. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

4. Claims 1-18, 22, 31, 34, 35 and 37-43 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over SERIZAWA et al. (U.S. Pat. 4,733,335) in view of DOUGHTY 
etal. (U.S. Pat. 5,851,063). 

5. SERIZAWA et al. discloses a vehicle illumination assembly having: 

a housing (as recited in Claim 1), Figure 8, reference number 
111; 

the housing defining an inner surface and an outer surface (as 
recited in Claim 1), inherent; 

an outer light transmissive member (as recited in Claim 1), 

Figure 8, reference number 124; 
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the outer member being adapted to engage with the housing 
(as recited in Claim 1), as seen in Figure 8; 
the outer member and the housing defining a three- 
dimensional space (as recited in Claim 1), as evidenced by 
Figure 8; 

a plurality of reflector units (as recited in Claim 1), Figure 8, 
reference number 151; 

a support member (as recited in Claim 1), Figure 8, reference 
number 152; 

the reflector units being positioned within the space (as 
recited in Claim 1), as seen in Figure 8; 

a plurality of high-flux light emitting diodes (as recited in Claim 

1), Figure 8, reference number 111; 

the light emitting diodes (LED) being arranged at the base of 
corresponding reflector units (as recited in Claim 1), as seen in 
Figure 8; 

a support member (as recited in Claim 1), Figure 8, reference 
number 152; 

the LED being operatively mounted to the support member (as 
recited in Claim 1), column 8, lines 50-52; 
the light rays emitted by the LED being directed away from the 
support member (as recited in Claim 1), as seen in Figure 8; 
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a plurality of inner light transmissive members (as recited in 

Claim 1), Figure 8, reference number 127; 

the inner member being located adjacent to the outer light 

transmissive member (as recited in Claim 1), as seen in Figure 

8; 

at least one alignment mechanism (as recited in Claim 1), as 

evidenced by Figure 4; 

each of the plurality of inner light transmissive members being 

fixedly secured to the least one alignment mechanism (as 

recited in Claim 1), as evidenced by Figure 4; 

each of the plurality of inner light transmissive members 

corresponding to one of the plurality of light emitting diodes 

(as recited in Claim 1), column 8, lines 45-49; 

a heat dissipating mechanism (as recited in Claim 1), Figure 8, 

reference number 163; 

the outer light transmissive member defining a lens cover (as 

recited in Claim 2), as seen in Figure 8; 

the lens cover having an inner face (as recited in Claim 2), 

Figure 150, reference number 222; 

the lens cover having an outer face (as recited in Claim 2), as 

seen in Figure 8; 
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the first portion forming first incident light rays (as recited in 
Claim 3), inherent; 

the plurality of reflector units collimating a first portion of the 
emitted light rays (as recited in Claim 3), as evidenced by Figure 
8; 

the first light rays being substantially parallel to a longitudinal 
axis of the headlamp (as recited in Claim 3), as seen in Figure 8; 
the first light rays being directed toward the lens cover (as 
recited in Claim 3), as seen in Figure 8; 

the plurality of inner light transmissive members collimating a 
second portion of the emitted light rays (as recited in Claim 4), 

as evidenced by Figure 8; 

the second portion of emitted light forming second incident 
light rays (as recited in Claim 4), inherent; 
the second light ray being directed substantially toward the 
lens cover (as recited in Claim 4), as seen in Figure 8; 
the second light rays being substantially parallel to the 
longitudinal axis (as recited in Claim 4), column 9, lines 17-20; 
the plurality of light emitting diodes being arranged in a 
plurality of rows on the support member to form an array of 
light emitting diodes (as recited in Claim 5), as seen in Figure 9; 
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the plurality of reflector units being operatively arranged in a 
plurality of rows to form a reflector array that corresponds to 
the array of light emitting diodes (as recited in Claim 6), as 

evidenced by figures 8 and 9; 

each of the reflector units having a parabolic reflector (as 
recited in Claim 7), Figure 8, reference number 157; 
the plurality of reflector units forming a unitary reflector 
subassembly (as recited in claims 8, 12 and 16), Figure 9, 
reference number 151; 

the array of light emitting diodes including fourteen light 
emitting diodes (as recited in Claim 14), as evidenced by Figure 
9; 

the plurality of reflector units forming a reflector array (as 

recited in Claim 14), as seen in Figure 9; 

the reflector array including fourteen reflector units 

operatively arranged to correspond to the array of light 

emitting diodes (as recited in Claim 14), as evidenced by Figure 

9; 

each of the inner members being aligned generally parallel to 
the outer member (as recited in Claim 18), as seen in Figure 8; 
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each of the inner members being disposed in front of one of 
the plurality of light emitting diodes (as recited in Claim 18), as 

seen in Figure 8; 

the outer member including at least one optical surface (as 
recited in Claim 22), Figure 8, reference number 150; 
the at least optical surface being formed on the inner face of 
the outer member (as recited in Claim 22), as seen in Figure 8; 
a driver circuit (as recited in Claim 31), Figure 4, reference 
number 210; 

the driver circuit including a current regulation mechanism (as 

recited in Claim 31), Figure 4, reference number 210; 

the driver circuit being operatively arranged to drive the 

plurality of LED (as recited in Claim 31), inherent; 

the housing functioning as the heat dissipating mechanism (as 

recited in Claim 34), column 5, lines 20-24; 

the housing being constructed of aluminum (as recited in 

Claim 35), column 6, lines 28 and 29; 

the support member being generally planar (as recited in 

Claim 37), as evidenced by Figure 8; 

the support member being an aluminum core circuit board 
operatively mounted on housing (as recited in Claim 38), 
column 8, lines 50-52; 
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the outer member being hermetically sealed to the housing (as 
recited in Claim 39), as seen in Figure 8; and 
the outer member and the housing are generally rectangular 
(as recited in Claim 40), as evidenced by Figure 9. 

6. In addition, SERIZAWA et al. discloses the reflector subassembly as being made 
of a highly reflecting white thermoplastic material, or the reflection surface of the 
reflector subassembly being coated to increase its reflectivity (column 7, lines 20-24). 

7. SERIZAWA et al. discloses all the limitations of the claims, except: 

the headlamp effectively emanating white light in any given 
direction (as recited in Claim 1); 

the reflector subassembly being constructed of a metalized 
thermoplastic material (as recited in claims 9, 13 and 17); 
the LED and corresponding reflectors being arranged in two rows of 
three (as recited in Claim 10); 

the parabolic reflectors having a six (6) millimeter focal length (as 
recited in claims 7, 11 and 15); 

the assembly being 4 inches by 6 inches (as recited in Claim 41); 
the assembly being for a quad headlamp assembly (as recited in 
Claim 41); 

the outer member and housing being generally circular (as recited 
in Claim 42); 
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the assembly being 7 inches round (as recited in Claim 43); and 
the assembly being a combined low/high beam, sealed-beam 
headlamp for a dual headlamp assembly (as recited in Claim 43). 

8. DOUGHTY et al. discloses an LED lamp for emitting white light ( as recited in 
Claim 1). 

9. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
claimed invention was made to use the white light LED lamps (as recited in Claim 1) of 
DOUGHTY et al. in the a vehicle illumination assembly to increase the efficacy and 
color rendering index of such assembly. 

1 0. Regarding the reflector subassembly being constructed of a metalized 
thermoplastic material (as recited in claims 9 and 13) instead of the patented white 
thermoplastic material of SERIZAWA et al., since the specification ( as filed) evidenced 
that such metalized thermoplastic is an structure equivalent, in the claimed invention, to 
the patented white thermoplastic of SERIZAWA et al. (see paragraph 0045, lines 4-6 of 
the specification as filed). Therefore, because these two materials were art-recognized 
equivalents at the time the invention was made, one of ordinary skill in the art would 
have found it obvious to substitute the white material of SERIZAWA et al. for claimed 
metalized material . 



11. Regarding the LED and corresponding reflectors being arranged in two rows of 
three (as recited in Claim 10), it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
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art at the time the invention was made to use the claimed 2x3 arrangement, since it has 
been held by the courts that, where the only difference between the prior art and the 
claims was a recitation of relative dimensions of the claimed device, and a device 
having the claimed relative dimensions would not perform differently than the prior art 
device, the claimed device was not patentably distinct from the prior art device. In 
Gardner v. TEC Systems, Inc., 725 F.2d 1338, 220 USPQ 777 (Fed. Cir. 1984), cert, 
denied, 469 U.S. 830, 225 USPQ 232 (1984). In this case SERIZAWA et al. discloses a 
6x10 arrangement (as seen in Figure 9), but using a different arrangement (e.g. 2x3) 
would have flow naturally to one of ordinary skill in the art in response to the needs of a 
particular application. 

12. Regarding the parabolic reflectors having a six (6) millimeter focal length (as 
recited in claims 7, 1 1 and 15), It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
art at the time the claimed invention was made to use such specific parabolic reflectors, 
since it has been held that discovering an optimum value of a result effective variable 
involves only routine skill in the art. In re Boesch, 617 F.2nd 272, 205 USPQ 215 
(CCPA 1980). In this case SERIZAWA et al. discloses LED located at the focal point of 
the parabolic reflector for collimating a portion of the light produced by such LED. The 
actual focal length of the reflector appears to lack any criticality. In addition, applicant's 
statements regarding the claimed 6 mm focal length as been merely a preferred 
embodiment (paragraph 0044, lines 1 and 2), are noted. 
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13. Regarding the outer member and housing being 4 inches by 6 inches (as recited 
in Claim 41), or generally circular (as recited in Claim 42) and 7 inches round (as recited 
in Claim 43), such shape would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made, since it has been held by the courts that, where the 
only difference between the prior art and the claims was a recitation of relative 
dimensions of the claimed device, and a device having the claimed relative dimensions 
would not perform differently than the prior art device, the claimed device was not 
patentably distinct from the prior art device. In Gardner v. TEC Systems, Inc., 725 F.2d 
1338, 220 USPQ 777 (Fed. Cir. 1984), cert, denied, 469 U.S. 830, 225 USPQ 232 
(1984). In addition, it has been held by the courts that a change in shape or 
configuration, without any criticality, is nothing more than one of numerous shapes that 
one of ordinary skill in the art will find obvious to provide based on the suitability for the 
intended final application. See In re Da/fey, 149 USPQ 47 (CCPA 1976). In this case, it 
appears that the disclosed device would perform equally well shaped and dimensioned 
as disclosed by SERIZAWA et aL 

14. Regarding the assembly being for a quad headlamp assembly (as recited in 
Claim 41), or a combined low/high beam, sealed-beam headlamp for a dual headlamp 
assembly (as recited in Claim 43), such limitations were considered as obvious to one 
of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made, since they are directed to 
the intended used of the claimed invention without affecting the structural limitations 
already defined by the claims. 



Application/Control Number: 10/677,923 Page 15 

Art Unit: 2875 

15. Claim 19 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
SERIZAWA et al. (U.S. Pat. 4,733,335) in view of DOUGHTY et al. (U.S. Pat. 
5,851,063). 

16. SERIZAWA et al. and DOUGHTY et al. disclose individually, or suggest in 
combination, all the limitations of the claims (as detailed in Section 6 of the instant 
Office Action), except each of the plurality of inner members being an aspheric lens. 

17. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
claimed invention was made to use an aspheric lens as the convex lens of SERIZAWA 
et al. in order to correct for spherical aberration in the light beam outputted by such 
inner members, and deliver a substantially collimate beam to the outer member, as per 
the teachings of SERIZAWA et al. (columns 4 and 5, lines 65-68 and 1-5, respectively). 



18. Claims 32 and 33 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over SERIZAWA et al. (U.S. Pat. 4,733,335) in view of DOUGHTY et al. (U.S. Pat. 
5,851,063). 

19. SERIZAWA et al. and DOUGHTY et al. disclose individually, or suggest in 
combination, all the limitations of the claims (as detailed in Section 6 of the instant 
Office Action), except the plurality of LED having a minimum luminous flux of 
approximately 50 lumens (as recited in Claim 32) or 70 lumens (as recited in Claim 33). 
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20. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
claimed invention was made to use a plurality of LED having minimum luminous flux of 
approximately 50 lumens (as recited in Claim 32) or 70 lumens (as recited in Claim 33), 
since it has been held that discovering an optimum value of a result effective variable 
involves only routine skill in the art. In re Boesch, 617 F.2nd 272, 205 USPQ 215 
(CCPA 1980). In this case selecting an LED having the claimed minimum luminous flux 
would have flown naturally to one of ordinary skill in the art based on the requirements 
of a particular application. 



21. Claim 36 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
SERIZAWA et al. (U.S. Pat. 4,733,335) in view of DOUGHTY et al. (U.S. Pat. 
5,851,063). 

22. SERIZAWA et al. and DOUGHTY et al. disclose individually, or suggest in 
combination, all the limitations of the claims (as detailed in Section 6 of the instant 
Office Action), except the housing being constructed of zinc. 

23. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
claimed invention was made to fabricate the housing out of zinc instead of the aluminum 
as disclosed by SERIZAWA et al., since aluminum is an art recognized equivalent of the 
claimed zinc (see paragraphs 0070 and 0074, lines 5-7 and 3-5, respectively, of the 
specification as filed). Therefore, because these two materials were art-recognized 
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equivalents at the time the invention was made, one of ordinary skill in the art would 
have found it obvious to substitute the white material of SERIZAWA et al. for claimed 
metalized material. 



24. Claims 44-46 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
SERIZAWA et al. (U.S. Pat. 4,733,335) in view of DOUGHTY et al. (U.S. Pat. 
5,851,063). 

25. SERIZAWA et al. and DOUGHTY et al. disclose individually, or suggest in 
combination, all the limitations of the claims (as detailed in Section 6 of the instant 
Office Action), except the headlamp functioning as one of two low beam headlamps (as 
recited in Claim 44), one of two high beam headlamps (as recited in Claim 45) in a quad 
headlamp assembly, or one of two combined low beam/high beam headlamps in a dual 
headlamp assembly (as recited in Claim 46), such headlamp assemblies satisfying the 
minimum and maximum photometric requirements of the SAE Standards J1383. 

26. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
claimed invention was made to use the illumination assembly of SERIZAWA et al. and 
DOUGHTY et al. as part of a vehicle headlamp assembly satisfying the minimum and 
maximum photometric requirements of the SAE Standards J1383 (as recited in claims 
44-46), since the cited references disclose individually, or suggest in combination, all 
the structural limitations of the claimed invention. The illumination assembly of 
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SERIZAWA et al. and DOUGHTY et al. functioning as a low/high beam headlamp would 
amount to a recitation of the intended use of the patented invention, without resulting in 
any structural difference between the claimed invention and the structure disclosed, or 
suggested, by SERIZAWA et al. and DOUGHTY et al., and therefore fails to patentably 
distinguish the claimed invention from the prior art. See In re Casey, 152 USPQ 235 
(CCPA 1967) and In re Otto, 136 USPQ 458, 459 (CCPA 1963). In addition, satisfying 
the operational and/or regulatory requirements of a particular application would have 
flown naturally to one of ordinary skill in the art. 

27. Claim 50 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
SERIZAWA et al. (U.S. Pat. 4,733,335). 

28. SERIZAWA et al. discloses a vehicle illumination assembly having: 

a housing (as recited in Claim 47), Figure 8, reference number 
113; 

a plurality of high-flux light emitting diodes (as recited in Claim 
47), Figure 8, reference number 111; 

the housing being formed of a material for transferring heat 
away from the plurality of light emitting diodes (as recited in 
Claim 47), column 6, lines 28-30; 

an outer light transmissive member (as recited in Claim 47), 

Figure 8, reference number 124; 
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the outer member having an inner face (as recited in Claim 47), 

Figure 8, reference number 150; 

the outer member having an outer face (as recited in Claim 47), 

inherent; 

the outer member being adapted to engage with the housing 
(as recited in Claim 47), as seen in Figure 8; 
the outer member and the housing defining a three- 
dimensional space (as recited in Claim 47), as evidenced by 
Figure 8; 

a unitary reflector subassembly (as recited in Claim 47), Figure 
8, reference number 125; 

the reflector subassembly being positioned within the space 
(as recited in Claim 47), as seen in Figure 8; 
the reflector subassembly including an array of parabolic 
reflector units (as recited in Claim 47), Figure 8, reference 
number 151; 

at least one inner light transmissive member (as recited in 

Claim 47), Figure 8, reference number 127; 

the inner member being adjacent to the outer member (as 

recited in Claim 47), as seen in Figure 8; 

at least one alignment mechanism (as recited in Claim 47), as 

evidenced by Figure 8; 



Application/Control Number: 10/677,923 Page 20 

Art Unit: 2875 

the inner member being fixedly secured to the at least one 
alignment mechanism (as recited in Claim 47), as seen in Figure 

8; 

the inner member being aligned generally parallel to the outer 
light transmissive member (as recited in Claim 47), as seen in 
Figure 8; 

the inner member being in front of the array of light emitting 
diodes (as recited in Claim 47), as seen in Figure 8; 
a driver circuit (as recited in Claim 47), Figure 4, reference 
number 210; and 

the driver circuit having a current regulation mechanism (as 
recited in Claim 47), Figure 4, reference number 210. 

29. SERIZAWA et al. discloses all the limitations of the claims, except the housing 
being constructed of zinc (as recited in Claim 50). 

30. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
claimed invention was made to fabricate the housing out of zinc (as recited in Claim 50) 
instead of the aluminum as disclosed by SERIZAWA et al., since aluminum is an art 
recognized equivalent of the claimed zinc (see paragraphs 0070 and 0074, lines 5-7 
and 3-5, respectively, of the specification as filed). Therefore, because these two 
materials were art-recognized equivalents at the time the invention was made, one of 



Application/Control Number: 10/677,923 Page 21 

Art Unit: 2875 

ordinary skill in the art would have found it obvious to substitute the white material of 
SERIZAWA et al. for claimed metalized material. 



31 . Claim 51 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
SERIZAWA et al. (U.S. Pat. 4,733,335). 

32. SERIZAWA et al. discloses a vehicle illumination assembly having : 

a housing (as recited in Claim 47), Figure 8, reference number 
113; 

a plurality of high-flux light emitting diodes (as recited in Claim 
47), Figure 8, reference number 111; 

the housing being formed of a material for transferring heat 
away from the plurality of light emitting diodes (as recited in 
Claim 47), column 6, lines 28-30; 

an outer light transmissive member (as recited in Claim 47), 

Figure 8, reference number 124; 

the outer member having an inner face (as recited in Claim 47), 

Figure 8, reference number 150; 

the outer member having an outer face (as recited in Claim 47), 

inherent; 

the outer member being adapted to engage with the housing 
(as recited in Claim 47), as seen in Figure 8; 
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the outer member and the housing defining a three- 
dimensional space (as recited in Claim 47), as evidenced by 
Figure 8; 

a unitary reflector subassembly (as recited in Claim 47), Figure 
8, reference number 125; 

the reflector subassembly being positioned within the space 
(as recited in Claim 47), as seen in Figure 8; 
the reflector subassembly including an array of parabolic 
reflector units (as recited in Claim 47), Figure 8, reference 
number 151; 

at least one inner light transmissive member (as recited in 

Claim 47), Figure 8, reference number 127; 

the inner member being adjacent to the outer member (as 

recited in Claim 47), as seen in Figure 8; 

at least one alignment mechanism (as recited in Claim 47), as 

evidenced by Figure 8; 

the inner member being fixedly secured to the at least one 
alignment mechanism (as recited in Claim 47), as seen in Figure 
8; 

the inner member being aligned generally parallel to the outer 
light transmissive member (as recited in Claim 47), as seen in 
Figure 8; 
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the inner member being in front of the array of light emitting 
diodes (as recited in Claim 47), as seen in Figure 8; 
a driver circuit (as recited in Claim 47), Figure 4, reference 
number 210; and 

the driver circuit having a current regulation mechanism (as 
recited in Claim 47), Figure 4, reference number 210. 

33. SERIZAWA et al. discloses all the limitations of the claims, except each of the 
plurality of inner members being an aspheric lens (as recited in Claim 51). 

34. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
claimed invention was made to use an aspheric lens (as recited in Claim 51) as the 
convex lens of SERIZAWA et al. in order to correct for spherical aberration in the light 
beam outputted by such inner members, and deliver a substantially collimate beam to 
the outer member, as per the teachings of SERIZAWA et al. (columns 4 and 5, lines 65- 
68 and 1-5, respectively). 

35. Claims 52, 53 and 63-65 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being 
unpatentable over SERIZAWA et al. (U.S. Pat. 4,733,335). 

36. SERIZAWA et al. discloses a vehicle illumination assembly having : 

a housing (as recited in Claim 47), Figure 8, reference number 
113; 
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a plurality of high-flux light emitting diodes (as recited in Claim 
47), Figure 8, reference number 111; 

the housing being formed of a material for transferring heat 
away from the plurality of light emitting diodes (as recited in 
Claim 47), column 6, lines 28-30; 

an outer light transmissive member (as recited in Claim 47), 

Figure 8, reference number 124; 

the outer member having an inner face (as recited in Claim 47), 
Figure 8, reference number 150; 

the outer member having an outer face (as recited in Claim 47), 

inherent; 

the outer member being adapted to engage with the housing 
(as recited in Claim 47), as seen in Figure 8; 
the outer member and the housing defining a three- 
dimensional space (as recited in Claim 47), as evidenced by 
Figure 8; 

a unitary reflector subassembly (as recited in Claim 47), Figure 
8, reference number 125; 

the reflector subassembly being positioned within the space 
(as recited in Claim 47), as seen in Figure 8; 
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the reflector subassembly including an array of parabolic 
reflector units (as recited in Claim 47), Figure 8, reference 
number 151; 

at least one inner light transmissive member (as recited in 

Claim 47), Figure 8, reference number 127; 

the inner member being adjacent to the outer member (as 

recited in Claim 47), as seen in Figure 8; 

at least one alignment mechanism (as recited in Claim 47), as 

evidenced by Figure 8; 

the inner member being fixedly secured to the at least one 
alignment mechanism (as recited in Claim 47), as seen in Figure 
8; 

the inner member being aligned generally parallel to the outer 
light transmissive member (as recited in Claim 47), as seen in 
Figure 8; 

the inner member being in front of the array of light emitting 
diodes (as recited in Claim 47), as seen in Figure 8; 
a driver circuit (as recited in Claim 47), Figure 4, reference number 
210; and 

the driver circuit having a current regulation mechanism (as 
recited in Claim 47), Figure 4, reference number 210. 
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37. In addition, SERIZAWA et al. discloses the reflector subassembly as being made 
of a highly reflecting white thermoplastic material, or the reflection surface of the 
reflector subassembly being coated to increase its reflectivity (column 7, lines 20-24). 

38. SERIZAWA et al. discloses all the limitations of the claims, except: 

the Led and corresponding reflectors being arranged in two rows of 
three (as recited in Claim 52); 

reflector subassembly is constructed of a metalized thermoplastic 
material (as recited in Claim 53); 

the assembly being 4 inches by 6 inches (as recited in Claim 63); 
the assembly being for a quad headlamp assembly (as recited in 
Claim 63); 

the outer member and housing being generally circular (as recited 
in Claim 64); 

the assembly being 7 inches round (as recited in Claim 65); and 
the assembly being a combined low/high beam, sealed-beam 
headlamp for a dual headlamp assembly (as recited in Claim 65). 

39. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to arranged the LED and corresponding reflectors in two rows of 
three (as recited in Claim 52), since it has been held by the courts that, where the only 
difference between the prior art and the claims was a recitation of relative dimensions of 
the claimed device, and a device having the claimed relative dimensions would not 
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perform differently than the prior art device, the claimed device was not patentably 
distinct from the prior art device. In Gardner v. TEC Systems, Inc., 725 F.2d 1338, 220 
USPQ 777 (Fed. Cir. 1984), cert, denied, 469 U.S. 830, 225 USPQ 232 (1984). In this 
case SERIZAWA et al. discloses a 6x10 arrangement (as seen in Figure 9), but using a 
different arrangement (e.g. 2x3) would have flow naturally to one of ordinary skill in the 
art in response to the needs of a particular application. 

40. Regarding the housing being made of a metalized thermoplastic material, it 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the claimed 
invention was made to fabricate the housing out of such metalized thermoplastic 
material (as recited in Claim 53) instead of the patented white thermoplastic material of 
SERIZAWA et al., since such metalized thermoplastic is equivalent to the patented 
white thermoplastic of SERIZAWA et al. (see paragraph 0045, lines 4-6 of the 
specification as filed). Therefore, because these two materials were art-recognized 
equivalents at the time the invention was made, one of ordinary skill in the art would 
have found it obvious to substitute the white material of SERIZAWA et al. for claimed 
metalized material . 

41 . Regarding the outer member and housing being 4 inches by 6 inches (as recited 
in Claim 63), or generally circular (as recited in Claim 64) and 7 inches round (as recited 
in Claim 65), such shape would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made, since it has been held by the courts that, where the 
only difference between the prior art and the claims was a recitation of relative 
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dimensions of the claimed device, and a device having the claimed relative dimensions 
would not perform differently than the prior art device, the claimed device was not 
patentably distinct from the prior art device. In Gardner v. TEC Systems, Inc., 725 F.2d 
1338, 220 USPQ 777 (Fed. Cir. 1984), cert, denied, 469 U.S. 830, 225 USPQ 232 
(1984). In addition, it has been held by the courts that a change in shape or 
configuration, without any criticality, is nothing more than one of numerous shapes that 
one of ordinary skill in the art will find obvious to provide based on the suitability for the 
intended final application. See In re Dailey, 149 USPQ 47 (CCPA 1976). In this case, it 
appears that the disclosed device would perform equally well shaped and dimensioned 
as disclosed by SERIZAWA et aL 

42. Regarding the assembly being for a quad headlamp assembly (as recited in 
Claim 63), or a combined low/high beam, sealed-beam headlamp for a dual headlamp 
assembly (as recited in Claim 65), such limitations were considered as obvious to one 
of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made, since they are directed to 
the intended used of the claimed invention without affecting the structural limitations 
already defined by the claims. 



43. Claims 59 and 60 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over SERIZAWA et al. (U.S. Pat. 4,733,335). 
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44. SERIZAWA et al. discloses a vehicle illumination assembly having: 

a housing (as recited in Claim 47), Figure 8, reference number 

113; 

a plurality of high-flux light emitting diodes (as recited in Claim 
47), Figure 8, reference number 111; 

the housing being formed of a material for transferring heat 
away from the plurality of light emitting diodes (as recited in 
Claim 47), column 6, lines 28-30; 

an outer light transmissive member (as recited in Claim 47), 

Figure 8, reference number 124; 

the outer member having an inner face (as recited in Claim 47), 

Figure 8, reference number 150; 

the outer member having an outer face (as recited in Claim 47), 

inherent; 

the outer member being adapted to engage with the housing 
(as recited in Claim 47), as seen in Figure 8; 
the outer member and the housing defining a three- 
dimensional space (as recited in Claim 47), as evidenced by 
Figure 8; 

a unitary reflector subassembly (as recited in Claim 47), Figure 
8, reference number 125; 

the reflector subassembly being positioned within the space 
(as recited in Claim 47), as seen in Figure 8; 
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the reflector subassembly including an array of parabolic 
reflector units (as recited in Claim 47), Figure 8, reference 
number 151; 

at least one inner light transmissive member (as recited in 

Claim 47), Figure 8, reference number 127; 

the inner member being adjacent to the outer member (as 

recited in Claim 47), as seen in Figure 8; 

at least one alignment mechanism (as recited in Claim 47), as 

evidenced by Figure 8; 

the inner member being fixedly secured to the at least one 
alignment mechanism (as recited in Claim 47), as seen in Figure 
8; 

the inner member being aligned generally parallel to the outer 
light transmissive member (as recited in Claim 47), as seen in 
Figure 8; 

the inner member being in front of the array of light emitting 
diodes (as recited in Claim 47), as seen in Figure 8; 
a driver circuit (as recited in Claim 47), Figure 4, reference 
number 210; and 

the driver circuit having a current regulation mechanism (as 
recited in Claim 47), Figure 4, reference number 210. 
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45. SERIZAWA et al. discloses all the limitations of the claims, except the plurality of 
LED having a minimum luminous flux of approximately 50 lumens (as recited in Claim 
59) or 70 lumens (as recited in Claim 60). 

46. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
claimed invention was made to use a plurality of LED having minimum luminous flux of 
approximately 50 lumens (as recited in Claim 59) or 70 lumens (as recited in Claim 60), 
since it has been held that discovering an optimum value of a result effective variable 
involves only routine skill in the art. In re Boesch, 617 F.2nd 272, 205 USPQ 215 
(CCPA 1980). In this case selecting an LED having the claimed minimum luminous flux 
would have flown naturally to one of ordinary skill in the art based on the requirements 
of a particular application. 



47. Claims 66-68 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
SERIZAWA et al. (U.S. Pat. 4,733,335). 

48. SERIZAWA et al. discloses a vehicle illumination assembly having: 

a housing (as recited in Claim 47), Figure 8, reference number 
113; 

a plurality of high-flux light emitting diodes (as recited in Claim 
47), Figure 8, reference number 111; 
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the housing being formed of a material for transferring heat 
away from the plurality of light emitting diodes (as recited in 
Claim 47), column 6, lines 28-30; 

an outer light transmissive member (as recited in Claim 47), 

Figure 8, reference number 124; 

the outer member having an inner face (as recited in Claim 47), 
Figure 8, reference number 150; 

the outer member having an outer face (as recited in Claim 47), 

inherent; 

the outer member being adapted to engage with the housing 
(as recited in Claim 47), as seen in Figure 8; 
the outer member and the housing defining a three- 
dimensional space (as recited in Claim 47), as evidenced by 
Figure 8; 

a unitary reflector subassembly (as recited in Claim 47), Figure 
8, reference number 125; 

the reflector subassembly being positioned within the space 
(as recited in Claim 47), as seen in Figure 8; 
the reflector subassembly including an array of parabolic 
reflector units (as recited in Claim 47), Figure 8, reference 
number 151; 
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at least one inner light transmissive member (as recited in 

Claim 47), Figure 8, reference number 127; 

the inner member being adjacent to the outer member (as 

recited in Claim 47), as seen in Figure 8; 

at least one alignment mechanism (as recited in Claim 47), as 

evidenced by Figure 8; 

the inner member being fixedly secured to the at least one 
alignment mechanism (as recited in Claim 47), as seen in Figure 
8; 

the inner member being aligned generally parallel to the outer 
light transmissive member (as recited in Claim 47), as seen in 
Figure 8; 

the inner member being in front of the array of light emitting 
diodes (as recited in Claim 47), as seen in Figure 8; 
a driver circuit (as recited in Claim 47), Figure 4, reference 
number 210; and 

the driver circuit having a current regulation mechanism (as 
recited in Claim 47), Figure 4, reference number 210. 

49. SERIZAWA et al. discloses all the limitations of the claims, except the headlamp 
functioning as one of two low beam headlamps (as recited in Claim 66), one of two high 
beam headlamps (as recited in Claim 67) in a quad headlamp assembly, or one of two 
combined low beam/high beam headlamps in a dual headlamp assembly (as recited in 
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Claim 68), such headlamp assemblies satisfying the minimum and maximum 
photometric requirements of the SAE Standards J1383. 

50. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
claimed invention was made to use the illumination assembly of SERIZAWA et al. and 
DOUGHTY et al. as part of a vehicle headlamp assembly satisfying the minimum and 
maximum photometric requirements of the SAE Standards J 1383 (as recited in claims 
66-68), since the cited references disclose individually, or suggest in combination, all 
the structural limitations of the claimed invention. The illumination assembly of 
SERIZAWA et al. functioning as a low/high beam headlamp would amount to a 
recitation of the intended use of the patented invention, without resulting in any 
structural difference between the claimed invention and the structure disclosed by 
SERIZAWA et al. and therefore fails to patentably distinguish the claimed invention from 
the prior art. See In re Casey, 152 USPQ 235 (CCPA 1967) and In re Otto, 136 
USPQ 458, 459 (CCPA 1963). In addition, satisfying the operational and/or regulatory 
requirements of a particular application would have flown naturally to one of ordinary 
skill in the art. 

51. Claim 72 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
SERIZAWA et al. (U.S. Pat. 4,733,335). 

52. SERIZAWA et al. discloses a vehicle illumination assembly having : 

a housing, Figure 8, reference number 113; 
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an outer light transmissive member, Figure 8, reference number 
124; 

the outer member being hermetically sealed with said housing, 

as seen in Figure 8; 

the outer member and the housing defining a three- 
dimensional space, as evidenced by Figure 8; 
a plurality of high-flux light emitting diodes, Figure 8, reference 
number 111; 

a plurality of reflector units, Figure 8, reference number 151; 
the reflector units being positioned within said space, as seen 
in Figure 8; 

the reflector units being operatively arranged to correspond to 
said plurality of light emitting diodes, as seen in Figure 8; 
at least one inner light transmissive member, Figure 8, 
reference number 127; 

the inner member being adjacent to said outer Light 

transmissive member, as seen in Figure 8; 

a heat dissipating mechanism, Figure 8, reference number 163; 

a driver circuit, Figure 4, reference number 210; 

the driver circuit having a current regulation mechanism, 

Figure 4, reference number 210; and 
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the driver circuit being circuit operatively arranged to drive 
said plurality of light emitting diodes, inherent. 

53. SERIZAWA et al. discloses all the limitations of the claim, except the assembly 
including two headlamps. 

54. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to include two lamps in the assembly of SERIZAWA et al., since it 
has been held that mere duplication of essential working parts of a device involves only 
routine skill in the art. St Regis Paper Co. v. Bemis Co., 193 USPQ 8. In this case, 
SERIZAWA et al. discloses all the structural limitations of a single lamp as claimed, 
using two or more lamps would have flown naturally to one of ordinary skill in the art as 
required by the particulars of a specific application. 

55. Claims 73 and 79 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over SERIZAWA et al. (U.S. Pat. 4,733,335). 

56. SERIZAWA et al. all the limitations of the claims (as detailed in Section 16 of the 
instant Office Action), except the illumination assembly including two low beam 
headlamps and two high beam headlamps (as recited in Claim 73), or two combined 
low beam/high beam headlamps (as recited in Claim 79). 
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57. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
claimed invention was made to use the illumination assembly of SERIZAWA et al. as 
two low beam headlamps and two high beam headlamps (as recited in Claim 73), or 
two combined low beam/high beam headlamps (as recited in Claim 79), since such 
limitations were considered directed to the intended used of the claimed invention 
without affecting the structural limitations already defined by the claims. 

58. In addition, the applicant is once again advised that it has been held that mere 
duplication of essential working parts of a device involves only routine skill in the art. St. 
Regis Paper Co. v. Bemis Co., 193 USPQ 8. In this case, SERIZAWA et al. discloses 
all the structural limitations of a single lamp as claimed, using two or more lamps would 
have flown naturally to one of ordinary skill in the art as required by the particulars of a 
specific application. 

59. Claim 80 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
SERIZAWA et al. (U.S. Pat. 4,733,335). 

60. SERIZAWA et al. all the limitations of the claims (as detailed in Section 16 of the 
instant Office Action), except the illumination assembly satisfying the minimum and 
maximum photometric requirements of the SAE Standards J1383 (as recited in Claim 
80). 
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61 . It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
claimed invention was made to have the illumination assembly of SERIZAWA et al. to 
satisfy the minimum and maximum photometric requirements of the SAE Standards 
J1383 (as recited in claims 66-68), since the cited references disclose individually, or 
suggest in combination, all the structural limitations of the claimed invention. The 
illumination assembly of SERIZAWA et al. functioning as a low/high beam headlamp 
would amount to a recitation of the intended use of the patented invention, without 
resulting in any structural difference between the claimed invention and the structure 
disclosed by SERIZAWA et al. and therefore fails to patentably distinguish the claimed 
invention from the prior art. See In re Casey, 152 USPQ 235 (CCPA 1967) and In re 
Otto, 136 USPQ 458, 459 (CCPA 1963). In addition, satisfying the operational and/or 
regulatory requirements of a particular application would have flown naturally to one of 
ordinary skill in the art. 



Relevant Prior Art 

62. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

Miyahara (U.S. Pat. 6,529,375), Roller etal. (U.S. Pat. 6,653,789), Coushalne 
(U.S. Pat. 6,773,138) and Keller (Efficiency and Cost Tradeoff Between Aluminum and 
Zinc-Aluminum Die Cast Heatsinks) testify to the old and well known in the art status of 
aluminum and zinc as equivalent materials for the manufacturing of heatsink structures. 



Application/Control Number: 10/677,923 Page 39 

Art Unit: 2875 

Allowable Subject Matter 

63. Claims 69-71 are allowed. 

64. Claims 20, 21, 23-30, 54-58 and 74-78 are objected to as being dependent upon 
a rejected base claim, but would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including 
all of the limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims. 

65. The following is a statement of reasons for the indication of allowable subject 
matter: 

Applicant teaches vehicle illumination devices having a housing, a plurality of 
reflector units including a plurality of LED located at the base of each reflector unit, an 
inner lens member, and an outer lens member. The inner lens member is formed by an 
array of lenses, each lens corresponding to an LED. The device includes an alignment 
mechanism consisting of a plurality of annular extensions integral to an inner face of the 
outer member, such alignment mechanism being for aligning the inner lens member 
with the plurality of reflector units (as recited in claims 20, 21 and 69). 

In addition, the outer member includes an inner surface including an optical 
surface, such optical surface including a first optical surface for producing a wide light 
pattern extending approximately 30° left and right of a vertical axis of the device, a 
second optical surface for producing a narrow light pattern extending approximately 8° 
left and right of the vertical axis of the device and approximately 0° to approximately 4° 
up from a longitudinal axis of the device, and a third optical surface for producing a 
concentrated point of light located approximately 2° degrees down from said longitudinal 
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axis and approximately 2° right of said vertical axis (as recited in claims 23-30, 54-58, 
70-71 and 74-78). 

66. No prior art was found teaching individually, or suggesting in combination, all of 
the features of the applicants' invention, specifically the claimed alignment mechanism 
(as recited in claims 20, 21 and 69) or the claimed optical structure of the outer lens 
member's inner surface (as recited in claims 23-30, 54-58, 70-71 and 74-78). 



Response to Arguments 

67. Applicant's arguments filed July 1 , 2005 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. 

68. Regarding the Examiner's rejection of Claim 47 under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as 
anticipated by SERIZAWA et al. (U.S. Pat. 4,733,335), the applicant argues that the 
cited reference fails to disclose all the features of the claimed invention, specifically a 
unitary reflector subassembly, or at least one alignment mechanism. 

Regarding the Examiner's rejection of claims 48, 49, 61 and 61 under 35 U.S.C. 
102(b) as anticipated by SERIZAWA et al. (U.S. Pat. 4,733,335), the applicant present 
no arguments, except stating that such claims depend directly from independent Claim 
47 and would be allowable when/if the independent claim is allowed. 
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69. In response to applicant's surprising arguments that SERIZAWA et al. fails to 
disclose a unitary reflector subassembly, the applicant is respectfully directed to Figure 
8 and column 8, lines 33-49 of the cited reference. 

As clearly detailed in previous Section 3, SERIZAWA et al. discloses an 
illumination assembly having a plurality of light emitting diodes (LED) 1 1 1 positioned 
inside a lens member 125, such lens member 125 including a diode segregating 
member 151 . The diode segregating member 151 is formed with a plurality of diode 
accommodating holes 156, each having a parabolic reflecting surface 157. 

While applicant's discourse on the definition of and differences between a 
reflector and a lens is generally correct, in the particular case of the lens member 125 
of SERIZAWA et al. it is fundamentally flawed as such lens member 125 includes in fact 
a lens structure and a reflector structure, with such reflector structure being unitarily 
formed. Also see Figure 9. 

As the applicant will surely agree now, SERIZAWA et al. do disclose a unitary 
reflector member as recited in Claim 47. 

70. In response to applicant's surprising arguments that SERIZAWA et al. fails to 
disclose at least one alignment mechanism, the applicant is once again respectfully 
directed to Figure 8 and column 8, lines 33-49 of the cited reference. 

In addition to the structure cited in previous section 70, SERIZAWA et al. further 
discloses a plurality of inner light transmissive member 127, such members being 
integrally formed with lens member 125. Each of the inner light transmissive members 
127 is positioned such that the LED 1 1 1 is disposed at or in front of the focal point of the 
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members 127, that is, each inner light transmissive member 127 is purposely aligned 
with a corresponding LED 111. 

While no specific alignment mechanism is explicitly disclosed by SERISAWA et 
al., it is a fact that the patented structure do include means for aligning the lenses 127, 
as claimed. Also see Figure 9. 

71 . Regarding the Examiner's rejection of Claim 1 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
unpatentable over by SERIZAWA et al. (U.S. Pat. 4,733,335) in view of DOUGHTY et 
al. (U.S. Pat. 5,851,063), the applicant argues that the cited references fails to 
individually disclose, or suggest in combination, all the features of the claimed invention, 
specifically at least one alignment mechanism. In addition, the applicant argues that 
there is no motivation for modifying the patented device of SERIZAWA et al. for 
emanating white light in any given direction. 

Regarding the Examiner's rejection of claims 8, 12 and 16 under 35 U.S.C. 
103(a) as unpatentable over by SERIZAWA et al. (U.S. Pat. 4,733,335) in view of 
DOUGHTY et al. (U.S. Pat. 5,851,063), the applicant argues that the cited references 
fails to individually disclose, or suggest in combination, all the features of the claimed 
invention, specifically a unitary reflector subassembly. 

Regarding the Examiner's rejection of claims 2-7, 9-11, 13-15, 17, 18, 22, 31, 34, 
35 and 37-43 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as unpatentable over by SERIZAWA et al. (U.S. 
Pat. 4,733,335) in view of DOUGHTY et al. (U.S. Pat. 5,851,063), the applicant present 
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no arguments, except stating that such claims depend directly from independent Claim 
1 and would be allowable when/if the independent claim is allowed. 

72. In response to applicant's arguments that SERIZAWA et al. and DOUGHTY et al. 
(U.S. Pat. 5,851 ,063) fail to individually disclose, or suggest in combination, at least one 
alignment mechanism, the applicant is respectfully directed to Figure 4 and columns 6 
and 7, lines 57-68 and 1-6 (respectively) of the cited reference. 

SERIZAWA et al. discloses a plurality of inner light transmissive member 223, 
such members being integrally formed with lens member 206. Each of the inner light 
transmissive members 223 is positioned such that the LED 209 is disposed at or near 
the focal point of the members 223, that is, each inner light transmissive member 223 is 
purposely aligned with a corresponding LED 209. 

In addition, see previous 71 for a detailed description of SERIZAWA et al. Figure 
8, such figure further evidencing at least one alignment mechanism. 

73. In response to applicant's argument that there is no suggestion to combine the 
references, the examiner recognizes that obviousness can only be established by 
combining or modifying the teachings of the prior art to produce the claimed invention 
where there is some teaching, suggestion, or motivation to do so found either in the 
references themselves or in the knowledge generally available to one of ordinary skill in 
the art. See In re Fine, 837 F.2d 1071, 5 USPQ2d 1596 (Fed. Cir. 1988)and In re 
Jones, 958 F.2d 347, 21 USPQ2d 1941 (Fed. Cir. 1992). In this case, as previously 
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stated in Section 9, one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the claimed invention was 
made would have been motivated to use the white light LED lamps of DOUGHTY et al. 
to increase the efficacy and color rendering index of the patented illumination device of 
SERIZAWA et al.. In addition, it is noted that selecting the appropriate color of LED from 
those readily available in the Prior Art would have being an obvious matter of selecting 
a desired color for a specific application. 

74. In response to applicant's arguments regarding the unitary reflector subassembly 
of claims 8, 12 and 15, the applicant is respectfully directed to Section 70 where such 
limitation is discussed as it applies to Claim 47. 

75. Regarding the Examiner's rejection of Claim 19 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
unpatentable over by SERIZAWA et al. (U.S. Pat. 4,733,335) in view of DOUGHTY et 
al. (U.S. Pat. 5,851,063), the applicant argues that the cited references fails to 
individually disclose, or suggest in combination, all the features of the claimed invention, 
specifically at least one alignment mechanism. In addition, the applicant argues that 
there is no motivation for modifying the patented device of SERIZAWA et al. for 
emanating white light in any given direction. 

76. In response to applicant's arguments regarding the at least one alignment 
mechanism of Claim 19, the applicant is respectfully directed to Section 73, where such 
limitation is discussed as it applies to Claim 1. 
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77. In response to applicant's arguments regarding the invention of Claim 19 
emanating white light in any given direction, the applicant is respectfully directed to 
Section 74, where such limitation is discussed as it applies to Claim 1. 

78. Regarding the Examiner's rejection of claims 32 and 33 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) 
as unpatentable over by SERIZAWA et al. (U.S. Pat. 4,733,335) in view of DOUGHTY 
et al. (U.S. Pat. 5,851,063), the applicant argues that the cited references fails to 
individually disclose, or suggest in combination, all the features of the claimed invention, 
specifically at least one alignment mechanism. 

79. In response to applicant's arguments regarding the at least one alignment 
mechanism of claims 32 and 33, the applicant is respectfully directed to Section 73, 
where such limitation is discussed as it applies to Claim 1. 

80. Regarding the Examiner's rejection of Claim 36 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
unpatentable over by SERIZAWA et al. (U.S. Pat. 4,733,335) in view of DOUGHTY et 
al. (U.S. Pat. 5,851,063), the applicant argues that the cited references fails to 
individually disclose, or suggest in combination, all the features of the claimed invention, 
specifically the housing being made of zinc, or at least one alignment mechanism. In 
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addition, the applicant argues that there is no support for the Examiner's assertion that 
zinc is the equivalent of aluminum. 

81 . In response to applicant's arguments that SERIZAWA et al. (U.S. Pat. 4,733,335) 
in view of DOUGHTY et al. (U.S. Pat. 5,851,063) fail to suggest the housing being made 
of zinc , the applicant is advised that it has been held by the courts that selection of a 
prior art material on the basis of its suitability for its intended purpose is within the level 
of ordinary skill. In re Leshing, 125 USPQ 416 (CCPA 1960) and Sinclair & Carroll Co. 
v. Interchemical Corp., 65 USPQ 297 (1945). In this case, SERIZAWA et al. states the 
need of providing a housing capable of radiating heat away from the light emitting 
diodes (e.g. columns 6 and 7, lines 28-30 and 35-43, respectively), as the light emitting 
efficiency of LED drops rapidly once the maximum operating temperature is exceeded 
(e.g. column 5, lines 20-24). SERIZAWA et al. suggests the use of aluminum, however, 
one of ordinary skill in the art would have many other materials, such as zinc, as being 
capable of meeting the heat transfer requirements of the housing of SERIZAWA et al.. 

Section 69 presents an exemplary collection of documents supporting the 
Examiner's assertion of aluminum and zinc been old and well known equivalents in the 
heatsink materials art. 

82. In response to applicant's arguments regarding the at least one alignment 
mechanism of Claim 36, the applicant is respectfully directed to Section 73, where such 
limitation is discussed as it applies to Claim 1. 
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83. Regarding the Examiner's rejection of claims 44-46 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
unpatentable over by SERIZAWA et al. (U.S. Pat. 4,733,335) in view of DOUGHTY et 
al. (U.S. Pat. 5,851,063), the applicant argues that the cited references fails to 
individually disclose, or suggest in combination, all the features of the claimed invention, 
specifically at least one alignment mechanism, or the patented device being used as a 
headlamp that satisfies the minimum and maximum photometric requirements of the 
SAE Standards J 1383. 

84. In response to applicant's arguments regarding the at least one alignment 
mechanism of claims 44-46, the applicant is respectfully directed to Section 73, where 
such limitation is discussed as it applies to Claim 1. 

85. In response to applicant's arguments that SERIZAWA et al. (U.S. Pat. 4,733,335) 
in view of DOUGHTY et al. (U.S. Pat. 5,851,063) fail to teach individually, or suggest in 
combination, the device being used as a headlamp that satisfies the minimum and 
maximum photometric requirements of the SAE Standards J1383, the applicant is 
advised that recitations directed to the intended use of the claimed invention, without 
resulting in any structural difference between the claimed invention and the structure 
disclosed, or suggested by the Prior Art, fail to patentably distinguish the claimed 
invention from the prior art. See In re Casey, 152 USPQ 235 (CCPA 1967) and In re 
Otto, 136 USPQ 458, 459 (CCPA 1963). In this case, the combined teachings of 
SERIZAWA et al. and DOUGHTY et al. disclosed, or suggest (as detailed in sections 
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24-26) all the structural limitations of the claimed invention. In addition, as stated in 
Section 26). 



86. Regarding the Examiner's rejection of Claim 50 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
unpatentable over by SERIZAWA et al. (U.S. Pat. 4,733,335) in view of DOUGHTY et 
al. (U.S. Pat. 5,851,063), the applicant argues that the cited references fails to 
individually disclose, or suggest in combination, all the features of the claimed invention, 
specifically the housing being made of zinc, at least one alignment mechanism, or an 
unitary reflector subassembly. In addition, the applicant argues that there is no support 
for the Examiner's assertion that zinc is the equivalent of aluminum. 

87. In response to applicant's arguments regarding zinc being the material of the 
housing of Claim 50, the applicant is respectfully directed to Section 82, where such 
limitation is discussed as it applies to Claim 81. 

88. In response to applicant's arguments regarding the at least one alignment 
mechanism of Claim 50, the applicant is respectfully directed to Section 71 , where such 
limitation is discussed as it applies to Claim 47. 

89. In response to applicant's arguments regarding the unitary reflector subassembly 
of Claim 50, the applicant is respectfully directed to Section 70, where such limitation is 
discussed as it applies to Claim 47. 
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90. Regarding the Examiner's rejection of Claim 51 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
unpatentable over by SERIZAWA et al. (U.S. Pat. 4,733,335) in view of DOUGHTY et 
al. (U.S. Pat. 5,851 ,063), the applicant argues that the cited references fails to 
individually disclose, or suggest in combination, all the features of the claimed invention, 
specifically at least one of the plurality of inner members being an aspheric lens, at least 
one alignment mechanism, or an unitary reflector subassembly. 

91 . In response to applicants arguments that SERIZAWA et al. (U.S. Pat. 4,733,335) 
in view of DOUGHTY et al. (U.S. Pat. 5,851,063) fail to teach individually, or suggest in 
combination, at least one of the plurality of inner members being an aspheric lens the 
applicant is respectfully directed to Section 34, where such limitation is specifically 
addressed. 

92. Regarding applicant's argument that the Examiner provided no outside text, 
treatise or other authority purporting an aspheric lens to be the equivalent of the convex 
lens of SERIZAWA et al., it is noted that nowhere in the instant or previous Office Action 
was the claimed aspheric lens presented as an equivalent of convex lenses. In fact, the 
rejection was based on the advantages of aspheric lenses over convex lenses for 
producing a collimated output, not on their equivalency. Applicant's arguments has 
been disregarded. 

93. In response to applicant's arguments regarding the at least one alignment 
mechanism of Claim 51 , the applicant is respectfully directed to Section 71 , where such 
limitation is discussed as it applies to Claim 47. 
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94. In response to applicant's arguments regarding the unitary reflector subassembly 
of Claim 51, the applicant is respectfully directed to Section 70, where such limitation is 
discussed as it applies to Claim 47. 

95. Regarding the Examiner's rejection of claims 52, 53 and 63-65 under 35 U.S.C. 
103(a) as unpatentable over by SERIZAWA et al. (U.S. Pat. 4,733,335), the applicant 
argues that the cited references fails to individually disclose, or suggest in combination, 
all the features of the claimed invention, specifically at least one alignment mechanism, 
or an unitary reflector subassembly. 

96. In response to applicant's arguments regarding the at least one alignment 
mechanism of claims 52, 53 and 63-65, the applicant is respectfully directed to Section 
71, where such limitation is discussed as it applies to Claim 47. 

97. In response to applicant's arguments regarding the unitary reflector subassembly 
of claims 52, 53 and 63-65, the applicant is respectfully directed to Section 70, where 
such limitation is discussed as it applies to Claim 47. 

98. Regarding the Examiner's rejection of claims 59 and 60 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) 
as unpatentable over by SERIZAWA et al. (U.S. Pat. 4,733,335), the applicant argues 
that the cited references fails to individually disclose, or suggest in combination, all the 
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features of the claimed invention, specifically at least one alignment mechanism, or an 
unitary reflector subassembly. 

99. In response to applicant's arguments regarding the at least one alignment 
mechanism of claims 59 and 60, the applicant is respectfully directed to Section 71, 
where such limitation is discussed as it applies to Claim 47. 

100. In response to applicant's arguments regarding the unitary reflector subassembly 
of claims 59 and 60, the applicant is respectfully directed to Section 70, where such 
limitation is discussed as it applies to Claim 47. 

101. Regarding the Examiner's rejection of claims 66-68 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
unpatentable over by SERIZAWA et al. (U.S. Pat. 4,733,335), the applicant argues that 
the cited references fails to individually disclose, or suggest in combination, all the 
features of the claimed invention, specifically at least one alignment mechanism, or an 
unitary reflector subassembly. 

102. In response to applicant's arguments regarding the at least one alignment 
mechanism of claims 66-68, the applicant is respectfully directed to Section 71, where 
such limitation is discussed as it applies to Claim 47. 
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103. In response to applicant's arguments regarding the unitary reflector subassembly 
of claims 66-68, the applicant is respectfully directed to Section 70, where such 
limitation is discussed as it applies to Claim 47. 



104. Regarding the Examiner's rejection of Claim 72 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
unpatentable over by SERIZAWA et al. (U.S. Pat. 4,733,335), the applicant merely 
states that such claim is in condition for allowance without presenting arguments 
supporting such statement. 

1 05. Applicant's arguments fail to comply with 37 CFR 1 . 1 1 1 (b) because they amount 
to a general allegation that Claim 72 define a patentable invention without specifically 
pointing out how the language of the cited claim patentably distinguishes it from the 
Prior Art references made of record. 

106. Regarding the Examiner's rejection of claims 73 and 79 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) 
as unpatentable over by SERIZAWA et al. (U.S. Pat. 4,733,335), the applicant present 
no arguments, except stating that such claims depend directly or indirectly from 
independent Claim 72 and would be allowable when/if the independent claim is allowed. 
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107. Regarding the Examiner's rejection of Claim 80 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
unpatentable over by SERIZAWA et al. (U.S. Pat. 4,733,335), the applicant present no 
arguments, except stating that such claims depend directly or indirectly from 
independent Claim 72 and would be allowable when/if the independent claim is allowed. 



1 08. Applicants objection to the Examiner's statement for the indication of reasons for 
allowance have been fully considered, however it has been deemed not persuasive. 



Conclusion 

1 09. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

110. A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 
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111. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Ismael Negron whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
2376. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday from 9:00 A.M. to 6:00 
P.M. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Sandra L. O'Shea, can be reached at (571) 272-2378. The facsimile 
machine number for the Art Group is (703) 872-9306. 

1 1 2. Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications maybe obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status 
information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. For 
more information about the PAIR system, go to http://pair-direct.uspto.gov . Should you 
have questions on access to Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business 
Center (EBC) toll-free at 866-217-9197. 
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